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DETAILED ACTION 

This is the first Office Action for serial number 10/658,654, Hanger, filed on 
September 10, 2003. Claims 1-17 are pending. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: on line 13 
"restricting" should be -being adapted to restrict-. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: on line 2, insert - 
are adapted to- before "restrict". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 , 2, 4, 6, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Japanese Patent 10-85495 to Sekikawa. Regarding claims 1 , 2, 4, 6, 
and 9, Sekikawa discloses a hanger (Fig. 1) comprising: a base (3,4) having a 
supported surface (at 7 and at 8) and an opposite outer surface (at 3 and at 4), an 
elongate peg (1) having a longitudinal axis and first (at 6) and second (at 2) 
longitudinally spaced ends, a portion of the peg adjacent the first end mounted on the 
base in a use position with the axis of the peg being generally at a right angle with 
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respect to the supported surface (7), and a major portion (at 1 generally) of the peg 
adjacent the second end (at 2) projecting from the outer surface, having a generally 
uniform cross-sectional area along its length, and having an axially extending threaded 
(i.e. axially spaced transverse ridges with sharp edges) surface portion (5) for solely 
restricting free movement of an object (10) around the peg axially of the peg. Sekikawa 
does not expressly disclose the major portion of the peg having a diameter being less 
than about 0.17 inch. With regards to claims 9 and 10, Sekikawa does not expressly 
disclose the peg having a diameter of about 0.1 1 inch and the major portion of the peg 
projecting from the outer surface by a distance in a range of 0.1 5-0.30 inches. 
However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have formed the peg of Sekikawa with the dimensions as 
specified above since it has been held that the optimization of proportions in a prior art 
device is a design consideration within the skill of the art. In re Reese , 290 F.2d 839, 
129 USPQ 402 (CCPA1961). 

Claims 1-4, 6, and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Swiss Patent 247,664 to Schlaeppi in view of U.S Patent 5,129,297 
to Bussi. Regarding claims 1-4, 6 and 8, Schlaeppi discloses a hanger (Fig. 1) 
comprising: a base (at 1 in Fig. 3) having a supported surface (at 2) and an opposite 
outer surface, an elongate peg (1 in Fig. 1) having a longitudinal axis and a first end 
(adjacent 5) longitudinally spaced from a second, pointed end (at the tip of 1 ), a portion 
of the peg adjacent the first end (adjacent 5) mounted on the base in a use position with 
the axis of peg being generally at a right angle with respect to the supported surface, 
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and a major portion (1 generally) of the peg adjacent the second end projecting from the 
outer surface the peg and having an axially extending threaded (i.e. axially spaced 
transverse ridges with sharp edges defined by screw threads) surface portion for solely 
restricting free movement of an object around the peg axially of the peg. Schlaeppi 
does not expressly disclose the major portion of the peg having a generally uniform 
cross-sectional area along its length. Bussi discloses a member (Fig. 3) comprising a 
fastener (3) including a machine screw threaded portion (at 3) having a uniform cross- 
sectional area along its length. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the hanger of Schlaeppi by substituting 
the fastener/peg (3) of Bussi for the peg because one would have been motivated to 
provide a means for self-tapping into objects formed of metal as taught by Bussi (col. 4, 
lines 50-55). Schlaeppi in view of Bussi does not expressly disclose the major portion 
of the peg having a diameter being less than 0.17 inch. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have formed the 
diameter of the major portion of the peg with the dimension specified above since it has 
been held that that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves 
only routine skill in the art. With regards to claims 9 and 10, Schlaeppi in view of Bussi 
discloses the hanger as applied above but does not expressly disclose the peg having a 
diameter of about 0.1 1 inch and the major portion of the peg projecting from the outer 
surface by a distance in a range of 0.15-0.30 inches. However, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
formed the peg with the dimensions as specified above since it has been held that the 
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optimization of proportions in a prior art device is a design consideration within the skill 
of the art. In re Reese , 290 F.2d 839, 129 USPQ 402 (CCPA 1961). 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sekikawa 
in view of U.S. Patent 2,866,583 to Batts and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,690,561 to 
Rowland et al. (Rowland). With regards to claims 5, Sekikawa discloses the hanger as 
applied above but does not disclose the peg including a coating of adhesive or a coating 
of abrasive granules. Batts discloses a hanger comprising a hanging surface (14) 
including an adhesive coating of abrasive granules (22). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the 
hanger of Sekikawa by substituting an adhesive coating of abrasive granules for the 
threads because one would have been motivated to provide a means for holding 
suspending objects that prevents vibration-induced slippage of the hung objects on the 
peg as taught by Batts (col. 1 , lines 48-56). Sekikawa in view of Batts discloses the 
hanger as applied above, but does not expressly disclose the abrasive granules 
defining the sharp edges. Rowland discloses a device for frictionally engaging another 
object comprising an adhesive coating (Fig. 17) having a serrated surface (112) forming 
peaks (104) with sharp edges (110) and an alternative frictional means (Fig. 2) 
comprising a coating of abrasive granules (14) with sharp edges. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the adhesive coating of Batts by providing granules with sharp edges because 
one would have been motivated to provide an alternative means for frictionally engaging 
an object mounted on the peg as inherently taught by Rowland. 
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Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sekikawa 
in view of Batts. With regards to claim 7, Sekikawa discloses the hanger as applied 
above but does not disclose the peg including a coating of adhesive. Batts discloses a 
hanger comprising a hanging surface (14) including an adhesive coating of abrasive 
granules (22). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified the hanger of Sekikawa by substituting an 
adhesive coating of abrasive granules for the threads because one would have been 
motivated to provide an alternative means for preventing vibration-induced slippage of 
objects hung on the peg as taught by Batts (col. 1 , lines 48-56). 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekikawa in view of U.S. Patent 6,106,937 to Hamerski. With regards to claim 1 1 , 
Sekikawa discloses the hanger as applied above but does not disclose stretch release 
adhesive on the supported surface of the base. Hamerski discloses a mounted device 
(Fig. 14) including a base (406) having a supported surface (410) with a length of 
stretch release adhesive (408) adhered thereto. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the base by 
including a length of stretch release adhesive attached thereto because one would have 
been motivated to provide a means for removably bonding an article to a support 
surface as taught by Hamerski (col. 1 , lines 5-8). 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schlaeppi in view of Bussi as applied above, and further in view of Hamerski. With 
regards to claim 1 1 , Schlaeppi in view of Bussi discloses the hanger as applied above 
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but does not disclose stretch release adhesive on the supported surface of the base. 
Hamerski discloses a mounted device (Fig. 14) including a base (406) having a 
supported surface (410) with a length of stretch release adhesive (408) adhered thereto. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the base of Schlaeppi by substituting a length of stretch 
release adhesive for the nail (4) because one would have been motivated to provide a 
means for removably bonding an article to a support surface as taught by Hamerski 
(col. 1, lines 5-8). 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8-10, 12, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 4,040,149 to Einhorn in view of Bussi. With regards to 
claims 1-4,6,8-10,12,18 and 1 9, Einhorn discloses a hanger (Fig. 34) comprising: a 
base (140) having a supported surface and an opposite outer surface (141), a 
protrusion/hook (143) having a longitudinal axis and first (at 144) and second (at 143) 
longitudinally spaced ends, a portion of the hook adjacent the first end mounted on the 
base for movement between a use position with the axis of hook being generally at a 
right angle with respect to the supported surface and a storage position with the hook 
capable of extending along the outer surface of the base. Einhorn does not disclose the 
hanger including a peg. However, Einhorn teaches an alternative hanger (Fig. 17) 
having a peg (67) extending from a base (69), wherein the peg has a longitudinal axis 
and first and second longitudinally spaced ends, and wherein the peg includes a major 
portion (at 67) adjacent the second end and extending from the outer surface of the 
base. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to have modified the embodiment of Fig. 34 of Einhorn by 
substituting the peg (67) for the hook (143) as an equivalent alternative means for 
supporting an object on the hanger as taught by Einhorn. Additionally Einhorn fails to 
disclose the major portion of the peg having a diameter of less than about 0.17 inches 
and having a generally uniform cross-sectional area along its length, and the peg (67) 
further including an axially extending surface portion defining transverse ridges axially 
spaced along the peg and defining sharp edges adapted to restrict free movement of an 
object around the peg axially of the peg. Bussi discloses a member (Fig. 3) comprising 
a fastener (3) including a machine screw threaded portion (at 3) having a uniform cross- 
sectional area along its length. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the hanger of Einhorn by substituting the 
fastener/peg (3) of Bussi for the peg (67) because one would have been motivated to 
provide a means for self-tapping into objects formed of metal as taught by Bussi (col. 4, 
lines 50-55). Additionally, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have formed the diameter of the major portion of 
the peg with the dimension specified above since it has been held that that discovering 
an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. With 
regards to claims 9 and 10, Einhorn does not expressly disclose the peg having a 
diameter of about 0.1 1 inch and the major portion of the peg projecting from the outer 
surface by a distance in a range of 0.15-0.30 inches. However, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
formed the peg with the dimensions as specified above since it has been held that the 
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optimization of proportions in a prior art device is a design consideration within the skill 
of the art. In re Reese , 290 F.2d 839, 129 USPQ 402 (CCPA 1961). 

Claims 13, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 3,430,301 to Venus in view of Sekikawa. Regarding claims 13, 15, 
and 17, Venus discloses a combination comprising: a base (130) having a supported 
surface (at 100 in Fig. 2) and an opposite outer surface, an elongate peg (72) having a 
longitudinal axis and a first end (at 70 generally) longitudinally spaced from a second, 
pointed end (adjacent 72), a portion of the peg adjacent the first end mounted on the 
base with the axis of peg being angled with respect to the supported surface, a major 
portion of the peg adjacent the second end projecting from the outer surface, having a 
generally uniform cross section along its length, and further having an axially extending 
surface portion (along 72) extending through openings in sheets of paper (col. 1 , lines 
22-24). Venus does not expressly teach the major portion of the peg having a diameter 
of less than about 0.17 inches. However, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have formed the major diameter of 
the peg with the dimension specified above since it has been held that a change in the 
size of a prior art device is a design consideration within the skill of the art. In re Rose . 
220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955). Venus does not teach the peg being 
mounted at a right angle with respect to the supported surface or the surface portion 
defining closely spaced sharp edges. Sekikawa discloses the hanger as described 
above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the peg of Venus by extending the peg from the 
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supported surface at a right angle and providing sharp edges along the surface portion 
because one would have been motivated to provide a means for securely suspending 
an object from the surface of the peg as taught by Sekikawa. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Venus in 
view of Sekikawa, as applied to claims 13, 15 and 17 above, in view of Schlaeppi and 
further in view of Bussi. With regards to claim 14, Venus in view of Sekikawa discloses 
the combination as applied above but does not disclose the sharp edges defined by 
screw threads. Schlaeppi discloses the hanger as described above. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the sharp edges of Sekikawa to be defined by screw threads because 
one would have been motivated to provide an equivalent, alternative means for 
frictionally engaging an object mounted on the peg as inherently taught by Schlaeppi. 
Venus in view of Sekikawa in view of Schlaeppi does not teach the screw threads being 
machine screw threads. Bussi discloses the fastener as described above. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the threads of Schlaeppi to be machine screw threads because one would 
have been motivated to provide a means for self-tapping into objects formed of metal as 
taught by Bussi (col. 4, lines 50-55). 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Venus in 
view of Sekikawa, and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,690,561 to Rowland et al. 
(Rowland). With regards to claim 16, Venus in view of Sekikawa discloses the hanger 
as applied above but does not disclose the peg including a coating of abrasive granules. 
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Rowland discloses a device for frictionally engaging another object comprising an 
adhesive coating (Fig. 17) having a serrated surface (112) forming peaks (104) with 
sharp edges (110) and an alternative frictional means (Fig. 2) comprising a coating of 
abrasive granules (14) with sharp edges. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the peg of Venus in 
view of Sekikawa by substituting an adhesive coating of abrasive granules for the 
threads because one would have been motivated to provide an alternative means for 
holding suspending objects that prevents vibration-induced slippage of the hung objects 
on the peg as taught by Batts (col. 1 , lines 48-56). 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 71635 to Parsons; 547335 to Crocker; 684145 to Watt; 805393 to 
Washburn; 958801 to Gibbs; 1687581 to Murphy; 2866583 to Batts; 3633253 to Ellis; 
3637181 to Janssen; 4244085 to Tsao-Tsung; 4338151 to Hutter, III; 4842912 to Hutter, 
III; 4863127 to Handler; 5125758 to DeWan; 51691 16 to Bergetz; 5236168 to Roy; 
D346736 to Rosenthal; 5409189 to Luhmann; 5433413 to Adams; 5593120 to 
Hamerski; 6162534 to Hamerski; 6186466 to Baird et al; 2003/0047654 to Johansson et 
al; 6206334 to Week et al; 6569521 to Sheridan et al; 6729591 to Hsu. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Naschica S. Morrison, whose telephone number is (703) 
305-0228. If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
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supervisor, Leslie Braun can be reached at 703-308-2156. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this Application should 
be directed to the Technology Center receptionist at (703) 306-1 113. 



TLakchica S- WoJUthon 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3632 
6/8/04 





